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The number of international students and the number of countries hosting these
students are growing. The level of internationalization has also become an indication of
the prestige of higher education institutions. Therefore, it is becoming increasingly
important for countries – an indeed the European higher education area as a whole – to
be academically attractive to international students. To measure the attractiveness, this
paper argues that in addition to looking at countries’ characteristics (i.e. factual data),
subjective data (i.e. perceptions of international students) should also be considered.
Hence, proposed is an explorative benchmark model based on a mixed method
approach and consisting of factual and perceptual data as an initial attempt to measure
the academic attractiveness countries. Outcomes provide insights into the strengths and
weakness as benchmarked against other countries and can result in possible
implications for policy. Because of data limitations, the model was solely applied to
the Netherlands.
Keywords: academic attractiveness of countries; international student mobility; global
higher education market; factual-perceptual model
Background & trends
Throughout history the epicentre of intellectual culture has always been dynamic. In
recent history, we have witnessed this dynamics reflected in the transfer of the scientific
hegemony from Germany to the USA. In the contemporary globalized world the
dynamics is also reflected in the mobility patterns of international students around the
world, resulting in some countries attracting more international students to their higher
education systems than others (Kolster 2010). Hence, some international students appear
to judge some countries to be more ‘academically attractive’ (i.e. the attractiveness of the
higher education system). Research into what drives these students and, more specifically,
what it is that makes countries attractive is valuable as an increasing number of countries
appear to be more interested in attracting international students.
The international higher education market is not a new phenomenon; students have
been travelling ever since the first universities were formed. However, a major
development in the recent decades is the increase in scope of this mobility, accompanied
by the increase in resources spent within this market. The OECD has calculated that in
2010 more than 4.1 million students were studying outside of their country of citizenship
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(OECD 2012, 360; see Figure 1). The size of the market is also expressed in the growing
amount of financial resources involved in the global tertiary education market: in 1995
around US$27 billion, in 1999 around US $30 billion, in 2002 more than US $35 billion
and in 2004 around US $60 billion (Pillay, Maassen, and Cloete 2003; Larsen, Martin,
and Morris 2002; Barrow, Didou-Aupetit, and Mallea 2003, ch. 1; and Naidoo 2009).
These figures are not the sole indicator of the internationalization of higher education.
Others worth noting are establishment of worldwide regulatory frameworks (i.e. the
World Trade Organisation and its General Agreement on Trade in Services). Other
important indicators are the global university rankings, such as the Academic Ranking of
World Universities (ARWU; also known as the Shanghai ranking), the Times Higher
Education (THE) and the QS world rankings (QS: previously the THE/QS ranking).
Although the validity of these rankings is heavily debated, there are indications that the
rankings are influencing student’s choices and policies of governments and higher
education institutions (HEIs) (Van der Wende 2008; Fowler 2009).
With more HEIs aiming to attract more foreign students, the global higher education
market is expanding. In addition, it appears as if attracting foreign students has also
become an issue on the national level. As a result, an increasing number of countries are
engaging in the promotion of their higher education systems. Some of the countries that
already have started doing so are the UK (through the British Council), France
(CampusFrance), Germany (DAAD) and the Netherlands (Nuffic). On the European
level, attractiveness of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) also became an
issue when in 2001 promoting the attractiveness of the EHEA to students in Europe and
in other parts of the world, thus increasing the competiveness of Europe, was added to the
Bologna process (Prague Communiqué 2001).
Figure 1. Top 10 destination countries plus the Netherlands for international mobile students, from
2004 till 2009.
Source: OECD (2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012).
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The OECD estimates that the total number of mobile students was 0.8 million in 1975
(OECD 2012). As Figure 1 shows, in the case of the top 10 receiving countries and the
Netherlands, this number continued to grow rapidly. In 2010, these eleven countries
together received 66% of the entire international mobile students. Therefore, we consider
these 10 countries to be the ones that benefit the most from the international student
mobility and are arguably among the most attractive ones to international students.
With the changing dynamics (i.e. progressively more students studying abroad and
more countries trying to attract foreign students), it becomes increasingly important to
better understand the global mobility patterns and what it is that makes countries
attractive. As an explorative case study, this paper analyzed the attractiveness of the
Netherlands by using a model based on factual and perceptual data that could benchmark
the attractiveness of countries to international students. When further developed, the
model could enhance our understanding of why certain countries are able to attract many
international students. The model with which the attractiveness is benchmarked compares
characteristics of the country on the one hand and the perception of this attractiveness in
(prospective) students on the other hand. When fully applied, the results of the ‘factual-
perceptual model’ can be used as an indication of the strengths and weaknesses of a
countries’ attractiveness to international students, which could have policy implications.
Because of data limitations, the proposed model is solely and only partially applied to the
Netherlands, which is why the results are best seen as an initial exploratory attempt.
A model to benchmark attractiveness of countries to international students
This paper explores the question: what is it that makes the countries included in Figure 1
attractive to international students? To answer this question, one can look at the
characteristics of countries, such as their economic development, tuition fee policies and
internationalization policies. However, the characteristics can arguably account only for
part of their attractiveness, which is why this paper proposes to also include more
subjective data, i.e. how do international students perceive a country. In other words, the
characteristics of a country can make it a very attractive destination for international.
However, if international students do not perceive it as such few would actually go to that
country for study purposes.
Consequently, the model to benchmark the attractiveness of countries to international
students is to have factual (the objective characteristics) and perpetual (student
perceptions) data. To combine the two different ways in which the data are collected, a
mixed method research approach is needed (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie 2004). Firstly, to
triangulate the two datasets; secondly, data transformation in which data are converted
into narratives that can be analyzed and thirdly, data integration in which data are
integrated in a coherent model. As mentioned, the application of these steps reflects the
explorative nature of this paper; further research along the lines of the mixed-method
research approach is required to strengthen the proposed model.
The first stage of finding what it is that makes countries attractive to international
students is to see which factors can be used to determine the attractiveness. To do so, we
reflect on the established literature.
Factors that affect the attractiveness of countries to international students
There can be several practical explanations for the popularity of the countries that manage
to attract the largest shares of international mobile students. One way to cluster these
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explanations is to use the push and pull models. Examples of the application of these
models we can find in are, for example, Mazzarol and Soutar (2002), McMahon (1992),
Chen and Barnett (2000) and Cremonini and Antonowicz (2009). These models take the
motivations to leave a certain country as push factors and the reasons to go to a certain
country as pull factors. Listed below (Table 1) is a broad overview of the possible push
and pull factors.
The push and pull models, when tested to their fullest extent, can give a good insight
into the motivations and wishes of international students with regards to the destination
country. Their application can also give an insight into how certain study destinations are
Table 1. Overview of possible push and pull factors for countries (Becker & Kolster 2012).
Push factors Pull factors
The unavailability of, and poor access to, higher
education (programmes) and/or cutting edge
research (facilities)
The availability of information on the country
and its higher education institutions, existing
cultural/economic/educational/historical/
linguistic/religious/strategic linkages, and active
promotion or recruitment policies
The value of a national higher education degree
on the domestic labour market (mismatch of
acquired and needed skills)
The quality and reputation of education in the
country (for instance, but not only, through
rankings of institutions within a country), and
the level of academic freedom
Low value of a national higher education
degree/and/or work experience (on the
domestic labour market)
Mutual recognition of degrees/qualifications
(by the host country and the domestic country)
Low quality and reputation of the domestic
higher education and research,
Costs of higher education and living in a
country (height tuition fee, availability financial
aid, travel expenses, living costs)
High recognisability, acceptance and perceived
value of foreign degrees by domestic
employers and higher education institutions
Governance of higher education institutions
(public vs. private)
Cultural, economic, educational, linguistic,
historical, political, religious ties to another
region, country, city and/or institution
Safety levels within the country (crime rate,
racial discrimination)
Demographic, economic and/or political climate
within the country of origin.
internationalization of a country (number of
foreign students, availability and diversity of
international programmes, strictness
immigration policies)
Hospitality of the environment of the country of
origin (e.g. climate)
The living, study and work environment of a
country (climate, research facilities, ambiance,
employment and immigration opportunities/
regulations during and after study, demographic
growth/decline)
High availability of information of possible
hosting regions, countries, cities and /or
institutions
Social and geographical linkages (friends/
relatives living or studying in same country,
geographical proximity)
Level of domestic tuition fee and living costs
Favourable financial (i.e. scholarships) and
emigration policies of country of origin
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perceived by international students. Based on the push and pull models, it is possible to
derive a list of factors that are likely to affect the academic attractiveness of countries.
More specifically, the academic attractiveness of countries can relate to:
. Affordability livings costs
. Affordability tuition fees
. Availability scholarships and loans
. Ease of administration and visa procedures
. International study environment
. Prestige of higher education system and research
. Working opportunities after graduation in host country
. Working opportunity during study in host country
It is assumed that to more fully grasp the complexity of countries’ attractiveness to
international students, the above described micro factors are to be supplemented with more
macro factors that can supply more insights into the macro characteristics of countries. These
characteristics, for example, can say more about a countries visibility in the world, i.e.
countries with large economies and with above average political power. Hence, this study
proposes to add an additional layer to the pull factors, consisting of more macro factors that
are assumed to be of influence to the attractiveness of a country to international students.
To determine which macro factors can be important characteristics of countries’
academic attractiveness insights from two theories can be used; the World System Theory
(Wallerstein 1974) and the World Polity Theory (Meyer et al. 1997; Meyer 1980). The
former uses a more economical/historical approach, whilst the latter uses a strong
sociological perspective. A detailed discussion of the two theories and how they relate to
the academic attractiveness is provided in Kolster (2010). Of relevance to the arguments
in this paper is that the two theories suggest that the most academic attractive countries
are the countries that: are situated, and trying to stay, in the core of the world system, are
recognized leaders in the conformation to and promotion of the world culture (i.e.
science; see also Drori et al. 2003) and show a high degree of isomorphic behaviour in
their higher education policies. If these qualifications are translated in more tangible
concepts, we can deduct the following factors:
. a country that is attractive to international students plays an important role in the
global economy;
. has a high degree of political influence in the world;
. shows efforts to retain its economical and political importance in the world;
. uses the lingua franca of science (i.e. English);
. actively promotes its (world class) higher education system abroad;
. offers globally recognized/accepted degrees; and
. is highly recognized around the world as a bastion of world culture.
Validity of the factors
It is beyond the scope of this paper to fully analyze the validity of the proposed factors.
However, to determine the validity of the factors, we can refer to studies that looked into
the factors affecting mobility flow of international students. These studies determine the
correlation of several factors using gravity and regression models. Outcomes show that
the following factors are related to the mobility flows:
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. Political conditions in destination countries (civil and political freedoms), income
levels in destination countries, distance to destination countries, common
language, colonial linkage, pre-existing migrant stocks, and number of domestic
universities in international rankings (Perkins and Neumayer 2013).
. Quality of the higher education system in terms of number of ranked universities,
employment and permanent migration opportunities, costs of higher education in
terms of tuition fees, using the lingua franca (i.e. English), distance to destination
countries, and higher education expenditure of destination countries (Van Bouwel
and Veugelers 2013).
. Costs of living, distance, number of peers that have previously moved, language
factors, number of ranked universities, and climate of destination countries
(González et al. 2011).
. Access to higher education at home, height of the tuition fees of destination
countries, and the level of involvement of source country in the global economy
(Naidoo 2007).
The outcomes of the references’ researches justify to some extent the usages of the factors
proposed in this paper to determine the attractiveness of countries to international students.
Translating the factors into measurable indicators
The micro and macro factors are assumed to be able to (partly) explain what it is that
makes a country attractive to international students. Now the factors are to be translated
into measurable indicators. The translation of the factors needs to be done in such a way
that the model can benchmark and measure both the factual (i.e. objective) and perceptual
(subjective) aspects. The methodology to translate the factors into factual and perceptual
indicators, as well as how the indicators are standardized to allow for comparison, is
discussed in the following two sections.
Factual indicators
In Table 2, the macro and micro factual factors and indicators are described. The
proposed indicators and the sources with which the factual attractiveness of countries can
be measured are also included in the table. The table shows, for example, that the factor
‘Role in the global economy’ has been operationalized by using the total GDP and the
GDP per capita as indicators. An example of the translation of the micro aspects is the
factor ‘Prestige of higher education system and research’, which is suggested to be
measured by looking at the number of HEIs of a country ranked in the Academic
Ranking of World Universities. This ranking was chosen because previous research
showed that this ranking had a higher correlation to mobility flows of international
students than the Times Higher Education ranking (Van Bouwel and Veugelers 2013).
Quantitative data for the factual indicators were found by gathering statistical data
made available by the OECD (on http://stats.oecd.org/), the IMF (http://www.imf.org/
external/np/sec/memdir/members.aspx), Eurydice network (2012) and by using data that
was collected in other publications: the Academic Ranking of World Universities (http://
www.shanghairanking.com/), Becker and Kolster (2012) and information provided on
education promotion websites of countries (e.g. studyinholland.nl). The sources were
selected on the basis of the homogeneity of their data. The homogeneity in the data allows
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Table 2. Factual attractiveness of countries to international students’ indicators.
Factual attractiveness
of countries to
international students Factors Measureable indicators Source
Macro aspects Role in the global
economy
Total GDP & GDP per
capita
OECD
Political influence in the
world
The voting power of
countries in the IMF
IMF
Efforts to retain
economical and political
importance in the world
– –
Usage of the lingua
franca of science
(i.e. English)
Usage of English in higher
education
OECD
(2011,
Box C3.2)
Actively promotes its
(world class) higher
education system abroad
Money spend on promotion
of higher education system
abroad
No
comparable
data
Offers globally
recognized/accepted
degrees
Percentage of students
enrolled in bachelor/master
structure
Eurydice
network,
2012
recognized around the
world as a bastion of
world culture
– –
Micro aspects Prestige of higher
education system and
research
Number of higher education
institutions in international
rankings
ARWU
ranking
(focus on
research)
International study
environment
Ratio foreign student to
domestic student population
OECD
Affordability tuition fees Height of tuition fees for
postgraduate degrees
charged to international
students
Combined
sources
Affordability livings costs Costs of living in certain
countries
Combined
sources
Availability scholarships
and loans
Money spend on
government funded
scholarships
–
Ease of administration
and visa procedures
Length of visa application
and admission application
procedures
–
Working opportunity
during study in host
country
Number of days in a year
allowed to work during
study
Becker and
Kolster 2012
Working opportunities
after graduation in host
country
Number of months allowed
to work in country after
graduation
Becker and
Kolster 2012
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for the countries to be benchmarked. To make the country scores comparable, the scores
were standardized using a ‘1 to 10’ scale. The methods used to standardize the scores are:
. Method 1: scales based on the average score for all OECD countries (the average
was given score 5)
. Method 2: giving the highest possible score 10
. Method 3: using ranges (pre-set minimum and maximum scores).
None of the indicators was given additional weight; all are thus assumed to be equally
important for the attractiveness of a country. More details on the used scales, the scores
per country and the method used to standardize the scores can be found in Appendix 1.
As can be seen in Table 2, not all the aspects could be translated into measurable
indicators. For some aspects, measureable indicators could be formulated, but no data to
actually measure the indicator could be found.
To show explorative benchmarked results, the factual indicators are applied to six
countries. These are the top 5 study destinations (i.e. USA, UK, Australia, Germany and
France) and the Netherlands. Results are shown in Appendix 2.
Perceptual indicators
The perceptual indicators consist of the same macro and micro aspects as used for the factual
indicators (Table 2). The difference is that instead of quantitative indicators, questions to
prospective international students to determine how they perceive certain aspects of possible
destination countries are to be posed. Suggested questions are described in Table 3.
Unlike the data for the factual indicators, data for the perceptual indicators are not
publically available, as they require a substantial study amongst a large sample of
international students from different countries, because perceptions on the attractiveness
of countries as study destinations can differ from country to country (Perkins and
Neumayer 2013).
A dataset of how international students perceive different destination countries was not
available for this study. Nevertheless, data on how international student perceive the
Netherlands, which to some extent matches the data needs as outlines in Table 3, were
available. For the purpose of showing the possible implications of the factual and perceptual
model, this study uses this data. Noted should be the convenience nature of using this data.
More specifically, data on the perceptual indicators were gathered using secondary
data from a survey held from 2010 to mid-2011 by Nuffic’s Netherlands Education
Support Offices amongst prospective students in nine countries (China, India, Indonesia,
Mexico, Republic of Korea, Russian Federation, Taiwan, Thailand and Vietnam).
Answers of 5,209 prospective students were collected. In this survey, the prospective
students were asked to compare the Netherlands to three other countries on a number of
aspects. The questionnaire used for the survey was not entirely similar to the indicators of
the perceived attractiveness of countries to international students (see Table 3). To be
more specific, the aspects for which data were available are as follows: working
opportunities after graduation in the host country, affordability of tuition fees,
international study environment, affordability of living costs, usage of the lingua franca
of science (i.e. English), offers globally recognized/accepted degrees and prestige of the
higher education system and research. Consequently, not all the aspects of the perceptual
indicators, as proposed in this paper, could be measured, which again highlight the
explorative nature of this paper.
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Table 3. Perceived attractiveness of countries to international students’ indicators.
Perceived attractiveness
of countries to
international students Factors
Proposed question to be asked to
prospective international student
(on a Likert scale)
Macro aspects Role in the global economy What is the economical position of the
study destination country in the world?
Political influence in the
world
What is the political influence of the
study destination country in the world?
Efforts to retain economical
and political importance in
the world
To what extent will the study
destination country be able to enhance
its current economic and political role
in the world? & To what extent will the
study destination country see its current
economic and political role in the world
decline?
Usage of the lingua franca
of science (i.e. English)
To what extent is the study destination
country offering English taught
courses?
Actively promotes its (world
class) higher education
system abroad
To what extent is there information
available on the study destination
country?
Offers globally recognized/
accepted degrees
How recognizable are the degrees
offered by the study destination
country?
Recognized around the
world as a bastion of world
culture
To what extent is the study destination
country considered as a top study
destination?
Micro aspects Prestige of higher education
system and research
How prestigious are the higher
education institutions in the study
destination country?
International study
environment
How international are the higher
education institutions in the study
destination country?
Affordability tuition fees How affordable is higher education in
the study destination country?
Affordability livings costs How affordable is living in the study
destination country?
Availability scholarships
and loans
How available are scholarships and/or
loans in the study destination country?
Ease of administration and
visa procedures
What is the ease of administration and
visa procedures in the study destination
country?
Working opportunity during
study in host country
What are the working opportunities
during the study in the destination
country?
Working opportunities after
graduation in host country
What are the working opportunities
after graduation in the study destination
country?
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Data on the perceptual indicators were standardized using ranges; a pre-set minimum
score was given 1 and a pre-set maximum score was given 10. This is similar to Method
3 as used on some of the factual indicators.
Limitations
The validity of the used factors and the related indicators to explain the attractiveness of
countries to international students has not been tested in this study. Previous studies do
show that the included factors and some of the indicators (e.g. number of ranked HEIs
and height of the tuition fees) correlate with the mobility flows of international students.
However, additional research is required to say with more certainty that in this paper
included factors and the used indicators correlate to the mobility patterns of international
students. Moreover, additional research can also justify the inclusion of more factors and
indicators, such as climate indicators, peers that have previously moved, pre-existing
migrant stock, distance indicators and inclusion of results from the global talent
competitiveness index (see INSEAD 2013).
Another limitation of the factual-perceptual model is that, at this time, no comparable
data could be found for all the indicators. This means that the model could not be
measured to its fullest extent. Hence, this paper should be seen as an initial and
explorative attempt to benchmark the attractiveness of countries to international students,
which encouragingly will lead to similar initiatives.
Applying the model to the Netherlands
The data on the factual indicators are most easily visualized using a radar graph. Results are
shown in Appendix 2 for each of the included countries. From the factual perspective,
Australia is the most attractive country to international students. Mainly, this is because
Australia has the maximum score on having the most international study environment, usage
of English and highly recognized/accepted degrees. Also important are its high scores on
working opportunities during and after the study. The order of the remaining countries’ scores
on factual attractiveness indicators is: the UK, the US, Germany, France and the Netherlands.
This distribution follows the ratio of foreign students to domestic students. Therefore, the
outcome shows a correlation to actual mobility patterns of international students.
To get a complete picture of the attractiveness, not only the factual attractiveness
needs to be considered, but also the perception of the attractiveness, which is assumed to
be equally important. It is, after all, subjective considerations that can make a destination
truly attractive to students. By matching the factual indicators to the perceptual indicators
for which data were available, we were able to plot the result of the Netherlands on a
limited part of the factual-perceptual model. The results are presented in Figure 2.
The factual-perceptual model applied to the Netherlands results in interesting
findings. Firstly, there are aspects for which the Netherlands, from a factual perspective,
scores better than how the aspects are perceived by prospective international students.
These aspects are the extent to which the degrees of the Netherlands are globally
recognized/accepted and the usage of English. Secondly, the factual and perceived scores
on working opportunities after graduation and prestige of the higher education system are
rather similar. This indicates that the image of the international students is, from a factual
perspective, ‘correct’. Lastly, on the remaining three aspects (affordability of livings costs,
affordability of tuition fees and international study environment) the prospective students
appear to have a more positive image than can be justified on the bases of the factual data.
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The policy implication of the model is that the Netherlands can do more to improve
the perception of the aspects for which the factual scores are higher than the perceptual
scores. The aspects for which the perceived scores are higher than the factual scores have
negative implications; the prospective students could be disappointed when they learn
that the tuition fees and living costs are higher than they anticipated.
In sum, the factual indicators can be used as a benchmark for countries. The scores of
the factual indicators also give an indication of the potential attractiveness of countries to
international students. It is, however, when the factual scores are combined with the
perceptual scores that the full academic attractiveness can be shown.
Discussion, conclusion & policy implications
With increasing number of students studying beyond the borders of their home countries
and an increasing number of countries becoming active to recruit these students,
information on what it is that makes countries attractiveness to international students
becomes increasingly important, also for the successful positioning of the EHEA. This
paper explored the possibilities to do so using the factual-perceptual model.
The factual-perceptual model looks at factual data on a number of characteristics
(i.e. aspects) of countries and on how these aspects are perceived by prospective
Figure 2. Factual-perceptual model applied on the Netherlands.
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international students. The two combined gives insights into the attractiveness of countries to
international students. Because of limited data, the complete model could not be applied to
multiple countries and on all the factors. Yet, the model was applied to the Netherlands. The
resulting outcome has policy implications, which are related to the academic attractiveness
of the Netherlands as compared to other countries, how the Netherlands can best position
itself abroad, and which aspects of its country and higher education system it should
highlight (e.g. the widespread usage of English). Similarly, when the model is applied to
other European countries, the model could give insights into the attractiveness of the EHEA
as a whole and what can be done to improve it. Consequently, giving input to European
policy process and attainment of the Bologna process priorities.
This paper has also discussed wider developments in the area of international education.
More specifically, an increasing number of countries are promoting their higher education
systems abroad to attract foreign students. As a result, national higher education systems are
increasingly seen as national assets. This seems to be a paradox: the work of and the
population at universities worldwide are becoming more international and diverse, whilst the
same universities are by the central governments increasingly regarded as belonging to and
serving the nation. This paradox could have an effect on, for example, the paradigms
governing the public/private funding and autonomy of universities ideals.
In sum, this paper has attempted to contribute to our knowledge on the workings of
the international education market. Additional attempts to expand our knowledge are,
nevertheless, much needed. Further research initiatives on the discussed topic could
elaborate on: theories that can explain the attractiveness of countries to international
students, validity of the used factors and indicators, inclusion of more or different factors
and indicators, and to the in this paper found data limitations. Such inquiries can
contribute to the required further development of the factual-perceptual model.
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Appendix 1. Used scales and scores on the factual indicators per country.
USA UK Australia Germany France
The
Netherlands
Empirical data
factual
indicatorsa Score SS Score SS Score SS Score SS Score SS Score SS
Average
(OECD) Scaled Source
Total GDP
(2010 in
billion US $)
14,447 8.5 2221 5.8 918 4.5 3059 6.2 2214 5.8 701 5.1 1231 1 = 77/10 =
39392 (M1)
OECD
GDP per capita
(PPP) (2012)
46,588 6.2 35,715 5.1 40,719 5.6 37,411 5.3 34,148 5 42175 5.8 33963 1 = 15106/
10 =
86226 (M1)
OECD
Number of
votes in the
IMF (2012)
421,961 10 108,122 5.7 33,101 3.8 146,392 6.3 108,122 5.7 52,361 5.2 47,14571 1 = 1676/
10
= 421,961
(M1)
IMF
Usage of
English in
higher
education
(2011)
All 10 All 10 All 10 Some 4 Some 4 Many 7 n/a 1 = none/
10
= all (M2)
OECD
Percentage of
students
enrolled in
Bachelor/
master
structure
(2009)
100% 10 100% 10 100% 10 25–49% 2 >90% 8 >90% 8 n/a 1 = <25%/
10 = 100%
(M2)
Eurydice
network
2012
Number of
higher
151 10 37 6.4 19 5.3 39 6.5 20 5.4 13 5 n/a 1 = 0/10 =
>100 (M3)
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Appendix 1 (Continued)
USA UK Australia Germany France
The
Netherlands
Empirical data
factual
indicatorsa Score SS Score SS Score SS Score SS Score SS Score SS
Average
(OECD) Scaled Source
education
institutions in
international
rankings
(2011)
ARWU
2011
ranking
Ratio foreign
student to
domestic
student
population
(2009)
3.5%b 2.6 15.3% 8.3 21.5% 10 10.5% 6 11.5% 6.4 7.2% 4.4 8.5% 1 = 0%/10 =
19.13%
(M1)
OECD
Height of
tuition fees
for
postgraduate
degrees
charged to
international
students
(2012)
6000–28,000
High
2.5 6000–
23,000
High
2.5 11,000–
29,000
High
2.5 0 to
>1000
Moderate
7.5 245–
10,000
Mod-
erate
7.5 10,000–
20,000
Medium
5 n/a 2.5 = high/
10 = no
tuition (M2)
Combined
sourcesc
Costs of living
in certain
countries
(2012)
13,000 4.3 14,000 3.3 14,500 3.8 9000 8.3 10,000 7.3 13,000 4.3 n/a 1 = 16,250/
10
= 7250 (M3)
Combined
sourcesc
Number of days
in a year
0 1 130 6.4 150 7.2 90 4.7 120 5.9 95 4.9 n/a 1 = 0/10
= 219 (M3)
Becker
and
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Appendix 1 (Continued)
USA UK Australia Germany France
The
Netherlands
Empirical data
factual
indicatorsa Score SS Score SS Score SS Score SS Score SS Score SS
Average
(OECD) Scaled Source
allowed to
work during
study (2011)
Kolster
2012
Number of
months
allowed to
work in
country after
graduation
(2011)
0 1 0 1 12 7 12 7 6 4 12 7 n/a 1 = 0/10 =
18 (M3)
Becker
and
Kolster
2012
SS, standardized score.
aOmitted are indicators for which no comparable data could be found.
bStudent mobility instead of foreign enrolment.
cInformation on promotion websites of countries (e.g. studyinholland.nl).
dIn brackets the used standardization method is described (M1 = based on average OECD score; M2 = giving highest possible score 10; M3 = using ranges).
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Appendix 2. Factual attractiveness of countries to international students indicators
applied
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